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UC ASKS FOR CHANGE 
IN THE PROCEDURE FOR 
DETERMINING FACULTY SALARIES 


UC-AFT representatives Gary Adest (Executive Director), 
Paul Goodman (History, UCD), Miki Goral (Treasurer), and 
Marde Gregory (Chief Negotiator, Unit 18-NSF) met in Berkeley 


on September 3, 1987, with Calvin Moore, Associate Vice . 


President for Academic Affairs, managers from the Systemwide 
Labor Relations Office, and representatives from the Office of 
the President. They met to discuss a proposed change in the 
formula UC uses to establish faculty salaries. The proposal will 
be presented this fall to the California State Legislature. 

For the past 20 years, the University of California has used a 
method for determining faculty salaries which is based on a 
comparison of UC salaries with those of “eight comparable 
institutions.” This information is then adjusted for differences in 
the cost of living in California (the Consumer Price Index in 
California increased at a rate twice that of other U.S. urban areas 
during 1986), plus what might be termed a “competitive edge” for 
maintaining the ability of UC to attract faculty. The eight schools 
are four private universities (Cornell, Harvard, Stanford, and 
Yale) and four public institutions (the University of Illinois, Cham- 
paign—Urbana; the University of Michigan; the University of 
Wisconsin, Madison; and the State University of New York, 
Buffalo). These institutions annually provide the Regents with 
data on Assistant, Associate, and Full Professor salaries. These 
data are used by the UC Committee on Finance to calculate a 
ratio of current salaries to those of five years ago and arrive ata 
formula to project the next year’s salary. Inrecent years, UC has 
Claimed that it required the average plus a certain percentage 
(about 3.6%) in order to maintain its preeminence. For example, 
according to the data supplied in this recent meeting, in 1984-85, 
89% of the first-offer job candidates accepted and joined UC, 
compared with 72% in 1982-83. Thus, this strategy has worked 
well over the past three years, but according to Calvin Moore 
conditions in California, such as the Gann limitation, now make 
this approach a weak long-term solution to the problem of 
obtaining adequate faculty salary funding. This problemis further 
complicated by UC’s projected need for 6000 new faculty by the 

year 2000. 
The current year’s funding (1987-88) is projected to require 
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Librarians 


Changes were made in the Recogni- 
tion (I), Health and Safety (VIII), Salary 
(XII), University Benefits (XIII), and 
Duration (XXX) Articles during 1987 
reopener negotiations. 

The Recognition Article was revised 
to protect librarian jobs from reclassifi- 
cation that might move certain library 
positions outside the union’s protec- 
tion. This safeguard functions by 
making the University tell us not only 
about plans to move workers but also 
about plans to move the jobs them- 
selves. This should prevent UC from 
diminishing our membership through 
reclassifications. 

The Health and Safety Article was 
amended by the addition of a fourth 
paragraph (D). This addition details 
environmental, health, and safety 
measures and a disaster emergency 
plan. It limits grievance procedures to 
the provisions detailed, but the negoti- 
ating team notes that paragraph B of 
the same Article retains broader griev- 
ance and arbitration options. The 
change is progressive because it de- 
fines the University’s programmatic 
health and safety obligations in 
greater detail. 

The Salary Article guarantees that 
the librarians will continue to receive 
“approximately” the same upward 
adjustments as the senate faculty. 

The University Benefits Article was 


extended to assure benefits, other 
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Union Fights University 
on Courseload at San Diego 
and Search at Los Angeles 


Tom Dublin and Gary Adest 


In late May, 1987, the Public Employment Relations Board (PERB) 
: versity of California following charges 
issued a complaint against the University Oo! © d failed to 
brought by the UC-AFT that the administration at UCSD had ta an 
abide by the Courseload Article of the Memorandum of Understan Hes 
signed by the University and the union in June of 1986. Hearings In tn 
Unfair Labor Practice (ULP) charge are scheduled for October 13-16 in 
San Diego. The case grew out of grievances filed last year by the union 
on behalf of Lecturers in the departments of Visual Arts, History, and 
Literature at UCSD. . 

Three principles are at issue in the case: the equivalence to be set 
for Writing Program courses at UCSD; the instructional workload stan- 
dards for departments and programs; and the role of departments or pro- 
grams and their Senate faculty in establishing equivalencies and work- 
load standards. The San Diego case bears watching because the UC- 
AFT has filed similar charges at other campuses, and the outcome in San 
Diego will have systemwide repercussions. 

In addition, in early September a PERB regional attorney found that 
there was sufficient evidence to proceed to a hearing on a second case 
filed against the Regents by the UC-AFT, again on behalf of Lecturers. 
That case arose from a grievance concerning the Appointments Article 
(VII) at UCLA. Administrators at that campus have insisted that current 
long-term appointees eligible for a review that leads to a three-year 
contract must complete a national job search. 

In the San Diego courseload case, the administration at UCSD has 
failed to abide by the contract’s instructional Workload Article (XXV), 
which specifies that Non-Senate Faculty courseloads shall be limited to 
a maximum of nine courses per year on the quarter system or six courses 
per year on the semester system. Despite the nine-course maximum 
the UCSD administration has ruled that full-time Lecturers in UCSD's 
Writing Programs shall be required to teach twelve courses over the 
three quarters. Through a circuitous and self-serving logic the University 
contends that twelve writing courses are “equivalent” to nine instruc- 
tional workload courses. How does it achieve this feat? The contract fur- 
ther clearly states that workloads may be lower than nine, which was 
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1987-88 Local Presidents 


UC-Berkeley Librarians 


AFT Local 1795 
Susana Hinojosa 
Moffitt Library 


UC-Berkeley 
AFT Local 1474 
Nancy Elnor 
(415) 929-1948 


UC-Davis 
AFT Local 2023 
Kevin Roddy 
Rhetoric 


UC-Irvine 
AFT Local 2226 
Sylvester Klinicke 


Library 


UC-Los Angeles 

AFT Local 1990 

Marde Gregory 
Speech 


UC-Riverside 
AFT Local 1966 
Rich Wattenberg 

Theater 


UC-San Diego 
AFT Local 2034 
Fred Lonidier 
Visual Arts 


UC-Santa Barbara 


AFT Local 2141 
James Campbell 
English 
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Divide and Conquer 
at UC San Diego 


Tom Dublin 


Since the signing in July 1986 of 
a collective bargaining agreement 
(known technically as a Memo- 
randum of Understanding) be- 
tween the University and Univer- 
sity Council-A.F.T. covering the 
wages and working conditions of 
Lecturers, the administration at 
UC San Diego has worked self- 
consciously to discredit the con- 
tract and to turn Senate faculty 
against the union and the lectur- 
ers who have had the temerity to 
secure the protections afforded 
through collective bargaining. 
What we have seen at work in the 
past year has been a time-worn 
strategy of dividing faculty and 
setting the larger and stronger 
group (of Senate faculty) against 
the smaller, upstart group (of lec- 
turers). Thus far the Academic 
Senate appears to have sided 
with the administration; whether in 
the long run such a stance will 
effectively serve the interests of 
Senate faculty is extremely doubt- 
ful. 

The Memorandum of Under- 
Standing (MOU) was intended to 
offer a degree of flexibility ade- 
quate to take into account the 
variety of instructional programs 
offered at UC. The Courseload 
Article, for instance, sets a maxi- 
mum courseload of nine instruc- 
tional courses over three quar- 
ters, but permits lower 
courseloads for individual depart- 
ments, programs, or boards. 
Some campuses, most notably 
UC Los Angeles, have embraced 
this provision, having established 
a variety of different courseloads 
reflecting the needs of particular 
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Open Files Case Moves Ahead 


The Open Files Case inches its 
way through Superior Court in 
Oakland, and with the next hear- 
ing likely in November, it may well 
go to trial by the spring. In its 
lawsuit, the UC-AFT charges that 
the secret tenure review system in 
the University of California vio- 
lates the privacy and due process 
rights of academics as guaran- 
teed by the State and Federal 
constitutions. Last November a 
Superior Court judge denied a 
University motion to dismiss the 
case, ruling that the brief submit- 
ted by the UC-AFT had made a 
prima facie case for the violations. 

Since that ruling there have 
been two major developments in 
the case. First, the UC Faculty 
Association has joined the Univer- 
sity as a co-defendant in the case, 
permitting the association to sub- 
mit briefs to the court in support of 
current secrecy practices in the 
tenure and promotion review 
process. Second, the Faculty 


Association and the University 
have filed separate motions, ask- 
ing that the court find as a matter 
of law that the current system is 
legal “on its face.” 

In response to these motions, 
the lawyer for the UC-AFT, Robert 
Bezemek, has been obtaining 
additional declarations support- 
ing our original brief and prepar- 
ing briefs in opposition to the 
motions for summary judgment. 
These new materials are to be 
filed in early October. The Univer- 
sity and the Faculty Association 
will have a period of time to file 
reply briefs, and a hearing on the 
motions for summary discharge is 
expected sometime in November. 
Provided we win this next round of 
legal skirmishing, a spring trial is 
likely. The trial will bring to a head 
almost ten years of legal battling 
necessitated by the University’s 
refusal to implement Open Files 
legislation pas 


Open Files Case Needs Your Support 


Researching and writing the 270-page legal brief in this 
case and gathering declarations that exceed 1000 pages 
have been lengthy and expensive propositions. The Council 
has taken on debt to finance the case, but we feel it is an 
important issue, worth the sacrifice. We hope you'll agree 
with us and make a financial contribution to help us retire our 


debt and prepare for the remaining skirmishes with University 
lawyers. Winning our rights is not easy or cost-free. Please 


dig in and lend your support. 


contribution to: 


Send your tax-deductible 


Open Files Defense Fund 
c/o Miki Goral 
11625 Kiowa #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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SALARIES, from page 1 


a 2.1% increase to match the 8 
comparable institutions. This 2.1 % 
plus the 3.6% “competitive edge” 
results in a total increase of 5.7% in 
salaries, which the Regents have 
requested from the state. 

To maintain and improve faculty 
salaries, UC proposes to change 
the ground rules by changing the 
eight comparison institutions. 
Among the public institutions, 
three of the four now used are 
midwestern schools where faculty 
pay reflects the region’s lower cost 
of living. Thus, they skew the in- 
dices of comparison downward. 
Among the private universities, UC 
claims it needs another California 
institution, particularly a southern 
California one where costs are 
especially high. This plan involves 
dropping the University of Wiscon- 
sin from the public sector group 
and substituting a comparable uni- 
versity. To qualify for the list, a 
university would need to demon- 
strate (1) rigor, (2) a broad spec- 
trum of outstanding programs, 
and (3) high faculty salaries. Ac- 
cording to Calvin Moore, the Uni- 
versity of Virginia matches this 
description. It is strong in humani- 


ties, has a renowned school of law, 
and competes effectively with UC 
for faculty appointments. In the 
private area, the new plan calls for 
adding the California Institute of 
Technology to meet the southern 
California requirement, and then 
deleting Cornell. These substitu- 
tions would raise the average re- 
quired faculty increments in sala- 
ries to 5.9% fromthe current year’s 
proposed 5.7%. 

The final and most difficult step in 
the process is to convince the 
appropriate state agencies that 
this course of action is justified. 
These agencies include the Legis- 
lative Analyst’s Office, the Depart- 
ment of Finance, and the California 
Postsecondary Education Com- 
mission. 

While these proposals at first 
glance appear interesting only to 
UC faculty in ladder-ranked posi- 
tions, in reality all UC faculty and 
academics will benefit from their 
adoption. This is because the UC- 
AFT hasbeen successful in its con- 
tract negotiations representing the 
librarians and non-senate faculty in 
linking their salaries to those of 
ladder-ranked faculty. 


Statewide UC-AFT Meeting Schedule for 1987-88 


Date 
October 3 
December 5 
January 30 
March 12 
May 21 

July 


Location 

Los Angeles - 
San Francisco 
Los Angeles 

San Francisco 
Los Angeles 

To be announced 


Recent UC-AFT policy changes permit two people from 
each location to receive reimbursement for attending Council 
meetings. Join us and take part in setting policy for your 
organization. For more information contact your local leader- 


ship, listed on p. 2. 


—Gary Adest 


UNION FIGHTS, from page 2 


clearly established at the bargain- 
ing table as a ceiling, not a stan- 
dard. Article XXV.A.1_ further 
states that “Instructional work- 
loads may be lower, based upon 
the instructional workload stan- 
dard of the department, program, 
or board.” The University claims 
that writing Courses are an excep- 
tion to the definition the contract 
provides for an instructional work- 
load course. According to the 
contract, that definition requires 
that a class (1) be regularly sched- 
uled (2) require significant aca- 
demic preparation outside the 
classroom and (3) meet at least 
three times per week. The San 
Diego administration claims that 
writing classes do not require sig- 
nificant outside academic prepa- 
ration. Clearly, they are regularly 
scheduled and do meet at least 
three times per week. In the Octo- 
ber hearing, which is open to the 
public, the union will argue that 
writing classes are perfectly legiti- 
mate instructional workload 
courses and, further, that evaluat- 
ing them at only 0.75 of a regular 
course is an attempt at San Diego 
to maintain what had been the 
status quo prior to the contract’s 
implementation. 

The second portion of the 
courseload case concerns the 
substitution by the UCSD admini- 
stration of a nine-course workload 
standard for all departments in- 
stead of the nine-course maxt 
mum negotiated at the bargaining 
table. At UCSD, however, the 
administration has unilaterally 
imposed a nine-course standard 
workload on all departments and 
programs. A workload article, in- 
tended to permit flexibility across 
departments, has been miscon- 
strued to require arbitrary rigidity. 


Finally, the administration has 
continued p. 6 
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instructional programs. At UC 
San Diego, however, as early as 
june 1986 (even before the MOU 
went into effect), the Dean of 
Humanities overruled © one 
department's attempt to imple- 
ment its traditional six-course 
workload. He asserted that “Vice 
Chancellor Ticho has established 
3 nine-course load for visiting lec- 
turers [and] . . . intended to con- 
tinue this policy under the new 
agreement.” This policy was 
enunciated even before ratifica- 
tion of the contract had been 
completed and without any con- 
sultation whatsoever with the 
department chairs or the Aca- 
demic Senate. 

UC San Diego embarked on a 
significant local interpretation of 
the MOU, with wide-ranging impli- 
cations for the quality of under- 
graduate and graduate educa- 
tion, based on the determination 
of a handful of academic adminis- 
trators. All departments were 
to operate under identical 
courseloads in employing lectur- 
ers. Such a policy flies in the face 
of current practice for Senate fac- 
ulty where departments have a 
relatively free hand in setting 
courseloads so long as the de- 
partment as a whole meets its 
educational responsibilities. Such 
a policy disregards significant dif- 
ferences in the academic labor 
market from field to field and 
undoubtedly ties departmen- 
tal hands in efforts to recruit 
Lecturers. 

One particularly disturbing 
aspect of this development has 
been the administration’s insis- 
lence that the MOU has forced 
this straitjacket on the University. 
: ms an of Humanities has indi- 
' that the MOU “requires US 
0 treat all in the unit equally.” He 


Upcoming Grievance Training Workshops 


In Northern California: 
UC-Berkeley, Thursda i 
C-B ; y, 10/15/87, 3 pmto 5 
the O’Neil Room at the Faculty Club. : il 


UC-Davis, Friday, 10/16/87, 11:30 amto 1: 
’ ; ee to 1:30 pm at 
CA House, 433 Russell Blvd. ie 


In Southern California: 

UC-Los Angeles, Saturday, 10/24/87, 10 am to 12 
noon in Room 22 at the North Campus Building. All 
southern California locals (UCSB, UCR, UCI, and 
UCSD) should attend this meeting. 


goes on to suggest that we would | The motion sought simply to 
either have to implement a nine- | involve the Senate in a formal way 
course load for all departments or | in the process of establishing 
a six-course load for all depart- | workload standards of depart- 
ments, totally disregarding the | ments. 

evident language contained in the There was a spirited and quite full 
MOU permitting variation be- | debate of the motion at the San 
tween departments. Diego Senate meeting in April. 
’ Even more disturbing this past Proponents urged faculty at- 
year has been the response of | tending to assert the Senate’s 
the Academic Senate at UC | charge to oversee matters of 
San Diego to efforts by anumber | educational importance. Oppo- 
of Senate faculty and department | nents saw a bureaucratic night- 
chairs to deal with this issue | mare and urged faculty to leave 
through the process of shared | this matter in the hands of the 
governance. The History de- administration. No one, however, 
partment chair wrote to the chair raised the alarm concerning the 
of the Committee and Educa- | precedent that was involved here. 
tional Policy urging consideration | If the Vice Chancellor of Aca- 
of the courseload issue in the | demic Affairs can unilaterally de- 
early fall. No response was forth- termine courseload for non-Sen- 
coming, however, until a number ate faculty, what is to keep him 
of faculty submitted a resolution from intervening to set it for Sen- 
for consideration on the floor of | ate faculty? In the end, faculty 
the Academic Senate in January. | from departments which had no 
Eventually, the issue came to a quarrel with the nine-course load 
vote in the form of a motion to | outnumbered those who ques- 
empower the Committee on tioned the administrations ac- 
Educational Policy to review tions, and by a vote of 42-24 the 
cases in which departments and Senate voted not to assert its 
the administration differed on | shared governance rights but to 
appropriate workload standards | leave courseload to the admint- 
and to make public recommen- stration. 

dations to the Vice Chancellor. continued p. 8 
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Special Travel Plan for UC-AFT Members 


Get the lowest travel rates and the best service available and 
receive an additional 3% discount on the base fare for all personal and 
business air travel for you and your family. The UC-AFT has negotiated 
what we believe to be the best deal in air travel, domestic and 
international. All you need to do is call 


__ Rendezvous Travel 


(619) 454-3181 in the San Diego area 
1-800-545-6300 in California 
1-800-543-5559 outside California 


and identify yourself as a UC-AFT member.* 


“Rendezvous Travel will verify your membership. Payment to 
qualify for the extra discount must be in cash or check. 


Accomplishments, from page 1 


than insurance, equal those of 
other eligible non-senate aca- 
demic employees. At the mo- 
ment, this means parking privi- 
leges but is not limited to them. 
The benefits vary according to 
local campus conditions. There’s 
no systemwide standard. 

The Duration Article extends 
the terms and conditions of the 
contract in full force until June 30, 
1991. This three-year extension 
provides annual reopeners in 
which both the union and the Uni- 
versity may propose changes in 
three Articles and introduce one 
new Article. The annual reopen- 
ers are an effective arm of the 
union’s vigilance that signals to 
the University that we expect them 
to abide by all provisions scrupu- 
lously. The four options for 
change each year will allow us to 
fine tune the agreement and close 
any loopholes that may appear. 
The members of the bargaining 
team were Miki Goral, UCLA; 


Susana Hinojosa, UCB; Phil 
Hoehn, UCB; Roberta Medford, 
UCLA; Justine Roberts, UCSF; 
and Tim Sheehy, UCLA. 


Non-Senate Faculty 


Changes were made in the 
Merit (XXIII), Salary (XXII), Sum- 
mer Session (XXIV), and Duration 
(XL).Articles. 

The Merit Article now provides 
contractual rights to merit in- 
crease for those who pass their 
six-year review. Two such merit 
reviews are guaranteed; addi- 
tional reviews may occur. Non- 
senate faculty on less than six- 
year appointments may continue 
to be reviewed for merits, al- 
though they do not have the previ- 
ously mentioned contractual 
guarantees. 

The Salary Article guarantees 
the non-senate faculty the same 
COLA (cost of living adjustments) 
as the academic senate faculty for 
1987-88. At the moment, this 
range adjustment is proposed at 


57 percent, effective January 
1988. (See “Faculty Salaries,” 
page 1.) 

The Summer Session Article 
allows the University to make 
appointments to teach during the 
summer on a contingency basis 
but provides written notice of such 
appointments as well as the with- 
drawal criteria. Instructors will 
typically be paid according to the 
contract. However, in unusual, 
specified cases the University 
may offer to pay more or less than 
provided for in the contract. In 
these cases, the Article provides 
for written explanation to the fac- 
ulty member. 

Changes in the Duration Article 
have extended the contract in full 
force until 1990. They also in- 
crease the number of Articles that 
may be reopened from two to 
three annually. Salary will reopen 
automatically. Further changes 
move the reopener process from 
spring to winter quarter while pro- 
viding for an exchange of lists and 


UNION FIGHTS, from page 4 


substituted its authority for the 
considered judgment of depart- 
ments and programs in establish- 
ing course equivalencies and 
workload standards. In the bar- 
gaining process the University 
and the union agreed that depart- 
ments and their chairs were in the 
best position to set these stan- 
dards based on their instructional 
needs. At UCSD, however, the 
University disregarded depart- 
mental recommendations and 
imposed a uniform nine-course 
standard campuswide. 

In the UCLA case the union 
contends that the contract does 
not mandate a nationwide af- 
firmative action search for re- 
viewees and that most of the cur- 
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i ovesstull) underwent such 
ally 


hey were first ap- 

est Mt anermore, imposition 
ar search across all depart- 
a ae UCLA without negotiat- 
ments the UC-AFT represents a 
ee of the Higher Education 
Wn sloyer- Employee Relations 
oT HERA). The UC-AFT feels 
a not only is such a search a vio- 
lation of the Memorandum of 
Understanding between the union 
and the University but it is pu nitive 
and discriminatory and is a dan- 
gerous precedent for all academic 
employees. For example, why not 
nationally search every assistant 
professor who is about to be re- 
viewed for tenure? This sort of 
double jeopardy would allow the 
administration to recycle young, 
inexpensive assistant professors 
ad libidum and prevents students 
from benefiting from the teaching 
of experienced faculty. While the 
union fully supports affirmative 
action in the recruitment of new 
faculty, imposing a_ national 
search at the stage of reviewing 


Lecturers who have taught for six 
or more years at UC j 
such procedures. 

Both these unfair labor Practice 
Cases originated as grievances 
filed at their respective Campuses. 
In the year since the MOU went 
into effect the UC-AFT has been 
closely monitoring contract com- 
pliance at each campus. Unit 
members affected by the contract 
are in the best position to help 
enforce the contract. Union staff 
Cannot be everywhere at once. If 
you feel your contract rights are 
being violated, contact your local 
president (see list on page 2) im- 
mediately. An effective contract 
requires your vigilance. 

To learn more about this proc- 
ess, attend the Unfair Labor Prac- 
tice hearings. For the UCSD 
courseload case contact: Fred 
Lonidier, Visual Arts Department, 
(619) 534-2524; for the UCLA 
nationwide search case contact: 
Marde Gregory, Speech and 
Communications Studies, (213) 
206-8429. 
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NOTICE 


AGSE Launches 
Membership Drive 


Six months ago Judge Gallery's 
PERB tuling confirmed the em- 
Ployee status of UC Berkeley 
graduate students who teach or 
do nondissertation-related re- 
Search. Despite UC administra- 
tion threats to appeal this ruling in 
the State Supreme Court, the 
Association of Graduate Student 
Employees (AGSE) has launched 
a campus-wide drive to gain thou- 
Sands of new members this fall. 
AGSE has voted to affiliate with 
District 65/UAW, a progressive, 
national labor organization active 
since the 1930s. The AGSE mem- 
bership drive aims to broaden the 
union’s base. AGSE seeks a 
large, diverse membership willing 
to change the fundamental rela- 
tionship between graduate stu- 
dent workers and the University in 
ways that acknowledge the reali- 
ties of the student labor force that 
does much of the actual teaching 
and research in the UC system. 


New Librarian and Non-Senate Faculty Contracts Are Available 


If you haven't received yours, check with the 


UC-Berkeley 
Debra Harrington 
(415) 642-0429 


UC-Davis 
Larry Hoover 
(916) 752-6660 


UC-Irvine 
Barbara Davia 
(714) 856-5364 


Labor Relations Office on your campus. 


UC-Los Angeles 
Gary Lebowich 
(213) 206-8663 


UC-Riverside 
John Anderson 
(714) 787-3129 


UC-San Diego 
Michael Melman 
(619) 534-0295 


UC-San Francisco 
William Neff 
(415) 476-3906 


UC-Santa Barbara 
David Gonzales 
(805) 961-4263 


UC-Santa Cruz 
Susan Angstadt 
(408) 429-2017 


— 
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DIVIDE, from page 5 


While the issue is settled for the 
moment at UC San Diego it re- 
mains alive on other campuses 
and in other forms. The UC-AFT 
has brought an unfair labor prac- 
tice charge against the admini- 
stration; it will be heard this month 
before an administration law 
judge appointed by PERB.  Fur- 
thermore, how divisions of the 
Senate at other campuses will 
respond to the issue when it 
comes up is yet to be determined. 
The lines of argument are drawn, 
but the outcome remains uncer- 
tain. Senate faculty still have an 
opportunity to assert their roles in 
University governance. If they 
don’t choose to do so, they’ll have 
no one to look to for support 
should Vice Chancellors start al- 


tering their courseloads and work- 


ing conditions. # 
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UC-AFT Welcomes New Executive Director 


Perspective is pleased to an- 
nounce that Gary Adest is now in 
place as the UC-AFT’s full-time 
Executive Director. A major par- 
ticipant in the 27-month marathon 
of collective bargaining that se- 
cured the first contract for UC non- 
senate faculty, Gary, a biologist 
(Ph.D., UCLA ’78), expects to 
“keep the organization moving,” 
as he puts it. He is still actively 
researching biology in Mexico dur- 
ing the summer and in his spare 
time studies aikido, horseback- 
rides, cycles, andruns. As Execu- 
tive Director, Gary will broaden the 
avenues of communication be- 
tween the various locals and en- 
sure that everyone can function at 
maximum capacity in each of those 
locals and in the statewide execu- 


University Council-American Federation of Teachers 


P.O. Box 12911 
La Jolla, CA 92037-0690 


ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED 


La Jolla, CA 92037-0690 


tive board as well. He is deter- 
mined to pursue the best working 
conditions possible for librarians 
and non-senate faculty and to bring 
other organizable units of aca- 
demic workers into the ranks of the 
UC-AFT. Gary would also like to 
see more “issues brought into 
binding arbitration.” He believes 
that “the grievance process needs 
streamlining and that it should op- 
erate more in line with the basic 
legal right of due process as it is 
practiced in America.” Gary invites 
your participation, insight, and 
questions on union matters. You 
may contact him at (619) 455-9556 
(M-F 8amto4pmand Th 8am to 
9 pm) or write to P.O. Box 12911, 
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